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The collection of lyric poems that Petrarch worked on for nearly forty
years reflects, through successive stages of composition, his evolving poetic
and philosophical values. The genesis of the collection, the stratification of
its many forms and stages, and its gradually emerging status as Petrarch’s
crowning achievement have all been studied since the sixteenth century
and retraced by many modern scholars, especially after the fundamental
reconstruction of the internal history of the text by Ernest Hatch Wilkins
and its refinement by Marco Santagata, H. Wayne Storey, and Arnaldo
Soldani.1 In addition to drawing on information from Petrarch’s biography
and other works, scholars have also made use of the direct testimony of the
author, including statements in his letters to Ludwig van Kempen in 1351
(Fam. I.1) and to Pandolfo Malatesta in 1373 (Sen. XIII.11), drafts and
marginal notes, and erasures in the final version of the work, which is the
basis of what we read today.
Petrarch’s RVF, along with its contemporary, Boccaccio’s Decameron, is
the first classical work of Italian literature whose diffusion originates with
an autograph; that is, a copy, or rather a series of copies, written in the hand
of the author himself. This copy is known as the Vat. Lat. 3195 codex. It
is a parchment volume measuring 27 × 20.3 cm, comprising seventy-three
pages, and written in semi-gothic script, in part by Petrarch and mainly by
his trusted copyist Giovanni Malpaghini, who was in his service from 1364
to April 1367. According to most authorities, the manuscript was completed
by Petrarch himself shortly before his death. Besides its philological and lin-
guistic features, it is particularly important due to its status as an “authorial
book”; that is to say, Petrarch himself saw to the disposition of the single
poems and to the ordering and formatting of the collection. Among the
most important paratextual features are the title, “Francisci Petrarche lau-
reati poete Rerum vulgarium fragmenta,” written in Malpaghini’s hand in a
rubric on f. 1r; the white pages separating the first and the second parts of the
collection; and the initial letters of the first sonnet and of canzone 264, “I’ vo’
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pensando” (“I go thinking”), painted in red on a golden background with
floral ornamentation.2 However, despite the existence of a partially auto-
graphic, and wholly author-supervised, manuscript,3 scholars have recently
agreed that many textual readings should be corrected with the support
of other manuscripts that seem to preserve a particular authorial intention
more faithfully than Vat. Lat. 3195, which, despite its direct connection to
the author, contains a number of missing, altered, or unclear passages.4
Still, Vat. Lat. 3195 is undoubtedly among the most precious surviving
relics in the history of Italian literature, though it was some time before the
importance of the manuscript and indeed of the RVF itself was given due
recognition. The appearance of Petrarch’s RVF and the form in which we
read it today is an issue simultaneously involving interpretation, cultural
paradigms, philological practices, and textual studies. The artifact itself is
of small, unprepossessing dimensions. The first Humanist pupils of Petrarch
in the late fourteenth and fifteenth centuries attributed little importance to
the RVF and his other vernacular writings, following Petrarch himself, who
clearly considered it a minor work. Only more than a century after the death
of the author, at the end of the fifteenth and the beginning of the sixteenth
centuries, did the volume become a widely venerated and closely studied
object. This occurred after it became available to the most influential scholar
of Italian vernacular literature of his time, Pietro Bembo. Bembo renewed the
Italian language with a grammar, the Prose della volgar lingua (conceived in
the first decade of the Cinquecento, though published only in 1525), based
primarily on direct imitation of Petrarch. His theory and practice influenced
the flourishing sixteenth-century phenomenon of Petrarchism.
This moment of transition played a fundamental role in the history of the
text of theRVF and its reception. In the age before print, the work circulated
in different manuscript forms, reflecting the different stages of its elabora-
tion. The advent of the printing press, however, entailed a strong normaliza-
tion of the text: first with the edition printed in Padua in 1472 by Bartolomeo
di Valdezocco, based on Vat. Lat. 3195 and edited by one of Bembo’s teach-
ers, Augurello; then with the text edited by Bembo and printed by the Aldine
press in 1501, based on Bembo’s transcription of the manuscript in Padua
(now conserved as Vat. Lat. 3197). After having for a time lost track of the
autograph, Bembo finally got it back in 1544. In addition, he had acquired,
perhaps as early as 1528, several pages containing the rough drafts of some
poems, the so-called Codice degli abbozzi (Vat. Lat. 3196). As we will see,
this last manuscript is an invaluable source of knowledge on how the poet
wrote and revised his texts, and a key aid for reconstructing the genesis of
the collection, since it clearly displays how the poems changed over time
and refers to datable transcriptions of groups of poems.
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When Bembo copied the text of Petrarch’sRVFwhile preparing the Aldine
edition, he standardized what he viewed as its rough edges and deformities.
He modified it to the new reality of a printed vernacular literature, adapting
the humanistic principle of imitation of unchanging examples from Latin
to Italian.5 From that moment on, and until the beginning of the twentieth
century, the smooth and elusive language of Petrarch’s RVF was considered
a sort of grammar of Italian poetic discourse and the most important, if not
the exclusive, point of reference for the writing of lyric poetry. In Bembo’s
view, Petrarch and Boccaccio were the modern Virgil and Cicero. They
were to be turned into new classics, by removing variant usages from their
language and monumentalizing their texts in authoritative print editions.
This type of sanctification claimed to be based on the recovery of the original
source text and a defense of its authority (even if, as we have seen, Bembo
often disregarded the text of Vat. Lat. 3195 in his Aldine edition). Even at
the time, this canonizing procedure encountered some opposition by other
notables (for instance, Alessandro Vellutello). Nevertheless, the process of
publication set in motion by Bembo was destined to succeed and became
widely recognized as the vulgata of the RVF. In the meantime, the final
manuscript version of the RVF (Vat. Lat. 3195), written partly in Petrarch’s
own hand, passed from one owner to another, eventually to be entirely
forgotten.
At Bembo’s death in 1549, Vat. Lat. 3195 and 3196, along with many
other manuscripts and his collection of antiques, were inherited by Bembo’s
son, Torquato, who then sold them in 1581 to the Humanist and librarian
Fulvio Orsini. Orsini later bequeathed them to the Vatican Library. In 1624,
Federigo Ubaldini used the rough-draft manuscript (Vat. Lat. 3196) as the
basis for a famous edition. Yet Vat. Lat. 3195 remained for almost four
centuries in the comforting shadows of the Vatican armory, where Pierre de
Nolhac rediscovered it in 1886.
Despite their similarity in size, these manuscripts contain quite different
versions of the RVF. Taken together and compared in detail, they reflect
the genesis and formation of the text. The erasures, the marginal notes, the
pentimenti, and the modifications of these few pages, the subtle chiseling of
each line, repeatedly rewritten and rethought: all these together demonstrate
the poet’s pursuit of formal perfection in a revisionary process that lasted
decades. Furthermore, the Codice degli abbozzi offers several clues allowing
us to date, at least hypothetically, the processes that led to the definitive
shape of the work.
The RVF ostensibly narrates a story of love that took place between the
years 1327 and 1351, but it contains poems certainly written after this
date, and probably some from before it, and reaches its definitive 366-poem
53
use, available at https:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/CCO9780511795008.007
Downloaded from https:/www.cambridge.org/core. Open University Library, on 04 Feb 2017 at 09:32:08, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
luca marcozzi
form after a series of reworkings, additions, and amplifications. Each of the
successive stages of modification implies an adhesion to a new poetic model
or series of moral and stylistic values that replaces the values of earlier
redactions. The particular form brought to completion and transmitted by
the Vat. Lat. 3195 is conceived, in both its interior and exterior shape,
as a crowning of this path, reflecting the long search for internal thematic
and stylistic equilibrium in relation to other balancing expedients, such as
calendrical ordering, the reduction of phonic dissonance in the language, the
balancing of different metrical forms, and the repetition-in-difference of key
metaphors.
Petrarch’s first efforts in vernacular lyric poetry can be dated with relative
accuracy to the beginning of the 1330s. Among them, Petrarch specifies the
demanding “canzone of the metamorphoses” (RVF 23) as one of his first
compositions in the margins of the abbozzi manuscript (Vat. Lat. 3196).
The poem was probably composed in its entirety at that early point, even if
the poet continued to revise it until 1356.
The early “reference collection” (gathering of rough drafts) transmitted by
Vat. Lat. 3196 includes twenty-five poems: twenty-two of his own sonnets,
two sonnets by his friends, and part of canzone 23 (gathered in ff. 7–10,
16, and 11r of Vat. Lat. 3196). If we view the RVF from the teleological
perspective of its final form, it is hard to recognize this cluster of poems as
the true precursor of the project. In particular, it is hard to make connections
with the moral strictures that dominate the further elaboration of the RVF
beginning with the years 1349–50.
The first indication of an ordered and presumably thematized transcrip-
tion comes from another annotation in Vat. Lat. 3196, on f. 9v, in con-
junction with sonnet 34, of which Petrarch writes: “I started to transcribe
from this place. 1342. August 21st. At noon.” Wilkins hypothesized that
this sonnet (composed before 1337) was the first poem in what he called
the “first form” of the RVF,6 but we can only say with certainty that it was
the starting point for a now-lost transcription from rough draft to fair copy.
In this early collection, Petrarch selected and ordered texts from between
approximately 1336 and 1338, with the aim of detaching vernacular poems
from the original occasions on which they were composed and of imposing
a thematically determined order different from the chronological sequence
of their composition.
Thus, the RVF first started to take shape as single poems were joined
together in an order inspired by the author’s aesthetics and literary interests;
an order motivated by a moral project would be imposed at a later date.
At least fourteen poems (RVF 34–36, 41–46, 49, 58, 60, 64, and 69) were
transcribed from Vat. Lat. 3196 in August 1342, but it is within the realm of
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possibility that the first version of the RVF contained other texts transcribed
from lost sketches and drafts. In fact, all the poems up to RVF 103 in the
final version, as well as about twenty of those that come later, may be dated
to before 1342, excepting of course RVF 1 (and most likely 2–5).
The hypothetical first version of the RVF was thematically dominated
by the myth of Daphne, beginning with sonnet 34, where Apollo is apos-
trophized with the request of rescuing from oblivion the laurel tree into
which his beloved Daphne had been transformed. Thus, the myth of Apollo
and Daphne as laurel is present in the RVF from the very beginning, even
before it is used in conjunction with Laura’s senhal, and without many of
the associations it would eventually take on. The first form of the songbook
is thus rooted in the Metamorphoses of Ovid and in the encyclopaedic and
mythographic traditions (Isidore of Seville, Fulgentius, the Vatican mythog-
raphers), displaying an uncommon learning in this field. In fact, during the
1330s and 1340s, Petrarch had devoted himself to acquiring erudition in the
classics, achieving fame as the greatest expert of classical mythology in his
times.
In the poems included in the “first reference collection,” Petrarch’s lyrics
can be seen as deriving from two very different traditions, both of which
he attempts to appease. On the one hand, his models are to be found in
the occasional or epistolary poetry of the late stilnovo poets still active in
his times (above all, Cino da Pistoia).7 On the other, as just noted, we
find a current that might be called humanistic, deeply connected to classical
mythology and learning (for example, the episode of theweeping of Caesar in
sonnet 44), that is quite atypical in comparison to contemporary lyric poets.
Another example of a poem from this collection whose dominant code is the
learned exhibition of scholarship is one of the first sonnets, RVF 35, “Solo
e pensoso i piu` deserti campi,” composed prior to 1337. This poem posits
identity between the poet and a rare hero of mythology, Bellerophon, whose
source is to be found in Homer, known to Petrarch through Cicero. Sonnet
35 exploits classical mythology to give poetic substance to an ancient elegiac
topos, the solitude caused by Love, and recalls Boethius and Apuleius, as well
as Fulgentius’s moral interpretation of the Aeneid. It also makes reference to
Dante’sCommedia, whichwill be a constant intertext –more so thanDante’s
lyric poetry – in all the following developments of the RVF. This complex
intertwining of classical references can be found throughout the entire first
collection. And, in fact, the use of learned mythological periphrasis will
diminish in later versions.
As we have seen, the primary myth of this group of poems is that of
Daphne and Apollo, which offers a model and a structure for the expression
of poetic desire. The typical themes of earlier lyric poetry, such as the
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discussion of the nature and origin of love and the examination of its
psychological and moral effects, are given little space in the RVF. In this
respect, more than to Dante and Guido Cavalcanti, Petrarch looks from
the very beginning to Virgil, Ovid, and Cicero. His debts to the stilnovisti
and to Dante are less immediately evident, but will be further revealed
with the passing years. The classicism of this first version of the RVF thus
corresponds to the great, unfinished epic experiment of the Africa, as well as
to the collections of the Rerum memorandarum, theDe viris, and Petrarch’s
editorial work with Livy’s Ab urbe condita. At the end of the 1340s, when
Petrarch shifted roles from historicus to philosophus, he transposed in his
lyric poems some of the moral needs of the Secretum and the asceticism of
the treatises on religious otium and the solitary life. The RVF embodies this
intellectual metamorphosis by way of its eventual division into two parts
and by other additions to later forms.
According to Petrarch, the elaboration of the collection of the RVF
according to moral criteria happened after the plague of 1348. In a text
dating from 1350–51, namely the first, prefatory, letter of the Familiares,
Petrarch reminds his friend Ludwig van Kempen (his “Socrates”) of how
that fatal year left men alone, poor, sad, and hopeless. After these tragic
events and subsequent reflection on the necessity of saving his works from
oblivion and handing them down to posterity, Petrarch planned to collect
and order them. His dual models were, on the one hand, the morality of Stoic
philosophy set in opposition to the idea of emotional disorder represented
by scattered poetic fragments, and, on the other, the path of repentance and
recantation developed by Augustine in hisConfessions. Like Augustine, who
recalled the sins of his youth and contemplated them from the spiritually
redeemed perspective of his maturity, Petrarch devoted himself to reliving
his past and re-ordering its fragments in order to structure a “sizeable and
varying collection of writings” that filled his desk. They could be compared
with “the scattered fragments of his soul” that he aimed to put together at
the end of the Secretum (a purpose deriving from an Augustinian matrix); at
the same time, he opened the way to shaping the RVF in the final form that
has reached us. Petrarch thus transposed various kinds of writing from an
original fragmentary state into collections of prose and verse letters, as well
as of lyric vernacular poems. In the works written between 1349 and 1350,
mainly in the Secretum, Petrarch demonstrates his own changes of mind
(mutatio animi), offering his repentant inner being as a moral exemplum for
others. In this way, he created from different perspectives an ideal autobiog-
raphy by way of literary invention, generating a multi-faceted representation
of the self that would take hold among contemporaries and endure with
posterity.
56
use, available at https:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/CCO9780511795008.007
Downloaded from https:/www.cambridge.org/core. Open University Library, on 04 Feb 2017 at 09:32:08, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
Making the Rerum vulgarium fragmenta
During this period, the RVF acquired what we think of as its defining
structure, becoming the work that is read today. First, it was provided with
an “introduction,” consisting of the first sonnet (datable, like Fam. I.1,
to the period immediately following the plague year), in which one of the
fundamental dynamics of the work is disclosed, namely, the inconclusive and
contradictory dialectic between error and regret, past and present, revelation
of one’s own moral weakness and concurrent request of empathy from
readers, justified by the common and sinful human condition.
In addition to this introductory poem, Petrarch composed sonnets 2–3
(and probably the two that follow), in which he begins the story with
recourse to the traditional rhetorical categories of cause, time, place, char-
acter, origin, and name. This compositional stage is documented by a later
form of the RVF carried out fifteen years later. We know this form, as in
other cases, from Vat. Lat. 3196, which indicates Azzo da Correggio (the
dedicatee of De remediis) as the addressee of a collection of vernacular
poems that Petrarch was preparing between 1356 and 1358. This form,
the so-called “Correggio form,” of which we do not possess a copy, is also
referred to as the “Pre-Chigi form,” because it precedes the Chigi form of
1359–63, the next extant form of the RVF.
Concerning the Correggio form, we have no additional manuscript evi-
dence aside from a reference in Vat. Lat. 3196 dating to November 29,
1357, which was transcribed by a copyist named Gerolamo and is said to
have come, hyperbolically, “a thousand years” after the author had last
engaged with his vernacular poems. Gerolamo copied sonnets 67 and 68
in their final versions (both dedicated to the portrait of Laura) for Lord
Azzo. The abbozzi manuscript also documents Petrarch’s feverish work on
the vernacular poems during his years in Milan. It records that on Novem-
ber 10, 1356, canzone 23 (of which other annotations document an intense
reworking between 1350 and 1351) was “transcribed in order.” From the
evidence we possess, it is possible to assert that the Correggio form consisted
of 171 poems, divided in two sequences, 1–142 and 264–292, most likely
interrupted by blank pages.
In the Correggio form, the first sequence of poems probably ended with
sestina 142 of the final form, dated variously by scholars to between 1345
and 1350. In a Roman setting contrasting with the landscape of Provence,
which is the scene of Petrarch’s love for Laura, the poem develops a palinode
condemning sensual love and the longing for glory, and addressing the poet’s
desires to follow “altro lume, / altro salir al ciel per altri poggi” (RVF 142,
37–38: “another light, / another climbing to Heaven by other hills”) and
“altri rami” (v. 39: “other branches”), instead of those of the laurel tree. It
also introduces the repentance of the following canzone, “I’ vo’ pensando”
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(“I go thinking”), which came just after the sestina and would be numbered
264 in the final form. That canzone, charged with Boethian resonance,
constitutes a second introduction dating back to the same years as sonnet
1 and has dense intertextual connections both with the opening sonnet and
with the previously mentioned sestina (142).
“I’ vo’ pensando” (RVF 264) is the first in the section that later critics
would call in morte, that is, after the death of Laura, even though Laura is
clearly still referred to as alive in it, and even though it is not the first poem
to represent the experience of mourning. Its function, rather, is to separate
the penitential process from the external event of Laura’s death, a separa-
tion implying that the author’s repentance is in fact the result of an internal
transformation. The first canzone actually in morte, whose composition is
almost contemporary with “I’ vo’ pensando” is RVF 268, “Che debb’ io
far? che mi consigli, Amore?” (“What shall I do? What do you counsel me,
Love?”). This poem is related to the Occitan poetic genre of the planctus
mourning the death or the absence of the beloved. Vat. Lat. 3196 preserves
its complex and layered genesis, including an opening deemed “not suffi-
ciently sad” that was later discarded and a double transcription dating back
to November 1349. The composition of the entire poem may be dated to the
summer of the previous year (1348), and the canzone continued to undergo
significant elaborations until 1351. The poet carried out further revisions
until at least 1356, when it was transcribed.
Whether or not the division was clearly marked by a break in the text,
the Correggio form certainly had a two-part structure that juxtaposed sin
and recantation, passion and reason, which would carry over to the final
form. From this point on, many poems would be added to the RVF, but
only relatively minor adjustments were made to its basic organization and
thematic focus. The most important from the latter point of view was the
substitution ofmadrigal 121, “Or vedi, Amor, che giovenetta donna” (“Now
see, Love, how a young woman”), for the ballad “Donna mi vene spesso ne
la mente” (“A lady comes often to mymind”). The ballad was excluded from
later forms of the RVF, probably because it revealed a new love object and
emphasized the non-exclusivity of the love for Laura. From approximately
1356–58 on, then, the RVF reflects a stable thematic and narrative core
based on the author-narrator’s idealized moral–spiritual autobiography.
From the Correggio form of the RVF derive the various succeeding
forms, to which other poems from the abbozzi manuscript would be added.
The form established between 1359 and 1363 is named “Chigi” after the
manuscript designated as Vaticano Chigiano L.V.176, an autograph copy
by Boccaccio made in 1363. It is the first tangibly attested form of the collec-
tion handed down to us. Compared with the hypothetical Correggio form,
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it has thirty-two poems added to the first part and twelve to the second, for
a total of 163 poems in vita and forty-one in morte. The first part of the
Chigi form ends with a triptych of sonnets dedicated to the allegory of life
as journey and navigation (176, 177, and 189 of the final form). Page 71,
placed between these sonnets and canzone 264, is blank.
The material process of the making of the RVF passed through another
important stage three years later. In October 1366, Petrarch charged Gio-
vanni Malpaghini, his scribe and secretary, with copying the texts connected
with his lyric vernacular production into a wide and spacious manuscript,
following the sequencing of the two previous forms. OnApril 21, 1367, Mal-
paghini quit mid-endeavor, having copied poems 1–120, the later-excluded
“Donna mi vene spesso ne la mente,” 122–178, and 180–190 (leaving a
blank space between 178 and 180) for the first part, and 264–318 for the
second. The only significant changes to affect this order from that point
on were the addition of a series of poems at the end of the first and the
second parts, and a few variations in the ordering of the texts. Several blank
pages were interposed between the two parts, enough to eventually be filled
up with the additional poems. This happened between October 1367 and
approximately 1372, when Petrarch, scribe and archaeologist of himself,
successively added twelve, then another twelve, then a further thirty-one
poems, and then, finally, the last seven of the first part and nine of the
second, including the last song (RVF 366), “Vergine bella” (“Beautiful Vir-
gin”). In particular, Petrarch’s additions to the “Giovanni form” (that is,
the part of Vat. Lat. 3195 transcribed by Malpaghini) were made in four
separate periods: between October 1367 and May 1368, he added 179 and
191–198 for the first part and 319–321 for the second; then, after having
given the manuscript to a rubricator in order to put in the decorations for
the initial poems of the two parts (1 and 264), he resumed work between
September and October 1368, adding the sequences 200–207 and 322–326;
between May and December 1369, he added the series 208–227 and 229–
231 for the first part and 328–334 for the second; finally, after 1369, he
added the series 232–238 to the first part and 335, 336, and 350–354 to
the second, completing the composition of the work and the perfection of
his moral project with canzone 366. In so doing, most critics have argued,
Petrarch took definitive control of what had to that point been an “open
text,” arriving at a final draft through various stages that allowed him to
polish and refine any remaining structural unevenness.
On January 4, 1373, Petrarch, then in Padua, wrote a letter to Pandolfo
Malatesta, lord of Fano (Sen.XIII.11), attaching a copy of the RVF as a gift.
This copy sent to Malatesta contained 244 poems in the first part and 88 in
the second. Its order varied in some places from those of the previous forms.
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In Petrarch’s letter to Malatesta, these “vernacular trifles” are described
as bearers of unstable emotions and of a rough style, most of them being
poems from his youth. The hesitation concerning their defective style allows
Petrarch to open a window onto the difficult material conditions of writing.
He complains of how hard it is to find a good copyist even in the famous
university town of Padua, of the incompetence and indolence of those who
have previously worked for him, and of the disorder and small number of the
poems, though he does not deny that he revised the work before sending it
to Pandolfo (mainly by switching the positions of sonnets 2 and 3). Finally,
he declares in a post scriptum transmitted only in the first version of the
letter that his endeavor is not finished, because he still has “many of these
vernacular things, in old folders, so wasted from time that they are barely
readable; and if I have a free day, I apply myself to gathering them, if only
for my amusement.”8 He also says that he left ample space at the end of
each of the two parts so that he could pull some poems from the old files
and insert them when the time is ripe.
Another manuscript held in the Queriniana Library of Brescia (known
as D.II.21; other manuscripts were subsequently copied from this one) doc-
uments an intermediate form between the one sent to Malatesta and the
final draft, thus demonstrating Petrarch’s continuous engagement with the
text, beyond mere gathering on a “free day.” The ballad “Donna mi
vene spesso ne la mente” is finally expunged and many changes are made in
the sequence of the single poems, in order to achieve a uniformity in tone and
register that would prove definitive. The last form is documented by the final
interventions in Vat. Lat. 3195; that is to say, the addition of some poems
in the blank pages in the first part, the definitive replacement of “Donna
mi vene spesso” with madrigal 121, the erasure and replacement of some
poems by others in the second part, and the addition of twenty-three poems
(337–349 and 356–365) in the pages previously left blank. The author’s last
intervention is the renumbering of the final thirty-one poems. In the margins
of each poem, in a fine, steady hand, he adds a new numbering with the
aim of partly changing the order from that in which they were transcribed.
In particular, the sonnets now numbered 363–365 are moved forward from
their original position and put closer to the final canzone, with the effect
of emphasizing at the opposite end of the book the regret for the “youthful
error” that the lover recounts in the first sonnet. Having accomplished these
revisions, so the legend goes, he lay his head down on the manuscript and
passed away.
This last series of interventions was read by Wilkins as a supreme effort to
perfect the work and deliver it to its readers and posterity in a finished state.9
Recently, Wayne H. Storey has asserted that the form of the RVF in Vat.
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Lat. 3195 represents neither the “last will” of its author nor his wishes for
the final version (as if a “last will” could really be found in any of Petrarch’s
ceaselessly revised works).10 According to Storey, the rearrangement of the
last poems in a copy that served in its later folia as more of a work space
than a definitive transcription suggests that, pace Wilkins, Petrarch’s final
renumbering and other modifications should be interpreted as a “layer of
editorial signs and devices,” a means of communication with other, later
copyists. If this is so, the making of the RVF had not yet come to an end.
Another hypothesis concerning this last sequence and its mutations is that
of Arnaldo Soldani, who argues that the last two pages in which these
modifications appear were inserted in the only available space before the
last canzone, so that the Arabic numbering of the last sequence was not the
product of a pentimento, but was simultaneous with the moment in which
the new poems were inserted into the last form of the RVF.11
In any event, it is now possible to argue that modern readers confront
a project never truly completed. At the time of Petrarch’s death, Vat. Lat.
3195 was unbound, composed of a collection of thirty-six bifolia, and still,
at least in principle, open to inclusions and exclusions, insertions, erasures,
experiments, selections, and new organizational possibilities. Despite the
many structural and thematic elements that bind the “scattered rhymes”
of the RVF together in its final form, it may still be considered a working
rather than a completed copy, an opera aperta (open work), with no final
authorial conclusion. The idea of perfection it offers to posthumous readers
may seem to derive as much from the contingent historical circumstances of
the author’s death as from his final and definitive will concerning the work,
which can never now be known.
NOTES
1 Santagata, I frammenti dell’anima; H. Wayne Storey, “Doubting Petrarch’s Last
Words: Erasure in Ms Vaticano Latino 3195,” in Petrarch and the Textual Ori-
gins of Interpretation, eds. Teodolinda Barolini andH.Wayne Storey (Leiden and
Boston, MA: Brill, 2007), 67–91; Arnaldo Soldani, “Un’ipotesi sull’ordinamento
finale del Canzoniere,” Studi petrarcheschi, 19 (2006): 209–247.
2 “Paratexts” are features of amanuscript or book – titles, illustrations, pagination,
and so on – that frame, enhance, or explicate the primary text (i.e., the poems
themselves). Some features of the text, added by later annotators, can be easily
distinguished from those originating with Malpaghini and Petrarch.
3 Of seventy-three folia, forty-seven are in Malpaghini’s hand, and only twenty-
two in Petrarch’s (three sheets are left blank and one is a later addition)
4 In other words, some passages in Vat. Lat. 3195 have been deemed by philologists
to reflect errors or lapses on the parts of the copyists (both Malapaghini and
Petrarch), while other, earlier copies seem to have been made more correctly,
61
use, available at https:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/CCO9780511795008.007
Downloaded from https:/www.cambridge.org/core. Open University Library, on 04 Feb 2017 at 09:32:08, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
luca marcozzi
and thus in some cases are used to supplement Vat. Lat. 3195 as the basis for
modern printed editions.
5 He took the position defended by Paolo Cortesi in his exchange with Poliziano,
who instead argued for creative imitation of multiple models. Bembo would elab-
orate this position in the treatise De imitatione of 1510, addressed in letter form
to Giovan Francesco Pico, nephew of the more famous Pico della Mirandola.
6 Wilkins, The Making of the “Canzoniere,” 7.
7 Editors’ note: The term stilnovo was coined originally by Dante (Purgatorio
XXIV.57) to refer to his own love poetry of praise for Beatrice and has been
adopted to refer a group of late thirteenth- and early fourteenth-century poets,
including Guido Guinizelli, Guido Cavalcanti, Dante himself, and Cino da Pis-
toia, who wrote of the transformative psychological and spiritual effects of love.
8 This version of the letter is included in the Disperse as an appendix, 532–539.
The translation is the author’s.
9 Wilkins, The Making of the “Canzoniere,” 76.
10 Storey, “Doubting Petrarch’s Last Words,” 71.
11 Soldani, “Un’ipotesi sull’ordinamento finale del Canzoniere,” 240.
62
use, available at https:/www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/CCO9780511795008.007
Downloaded from https:/www.cambridge.org/core. Open University Library, on 04 Feb 2017 at 09:32:08, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
